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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-5 and 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 5,299,495 to Schoeps et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,040,457 
to Lin and U.S. Patent No. 3,788,273 to Tusch et al. 

With respect to claim 1 , Schoeps et al. teaches a method for keeping a number 
of spray nozzles, 7, in a printing press spray beam clean, wherein air with a certain flow 
rate is supplied to covers, each separate cover surrounding spray nozzles and having 
an opening for a spray cone from the spray nozzle, wherein the air flow rate is 
controlled by means of a throttling device connected to each separate cover, and 
wherein the air flow is low enough not to disturb the spray from the nozzle. See column 
3, lines 21-24 and column 4, lines 19-23 and lines 54-59. 

As discussed in previous rejections, Schoeps et al. is silent with respect to the 
number of nozzles assigned to each cover device, however it is reasonable to assume 
from the disclosure of Schoeps et al. that a cover might readily be used with a single 
nozzle or with a plurality of nozzles. Additionally, Tusch et al. teaches it is known in the 
prior art to have a plurality of spray nozzles which are covered by a single cover, see 
Fig. 5, or which each have an individual cover, see Fig. 10. 
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Given these teachings, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention that Schoeps et al. could be provided with a plurality 
of nozzles which each have an individual cover in order to more specifically control the 
output of each nozzle. 

Schoeps et al. does not explicitly teach that the opening is constructed to not 
disturb the spray from the nozzle. Although the term disturb has a broad definition, it is 
acknowledged that Schoeps et al. teaches the openings are covered by screens and 
therefore one having ordinary skill in the art would likely consider the spray to be 
disturbed as it passed through these screens. 

Lin teaches spray nozzles in a printing press spray beam wherein an opening for 
a spray cone from the spray nozzle is constructed so as not to disturb the spray from 
the nozzle. See column 3, lines 4-19 and Fig. 2. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the spray nozzles of Schoeps et al. to have openings which do 
not disturb the spray from the nozzle, as taught by Lin, in order to allow the spray to 
leave the spray beam more smoothly. 

With respect to claim 2, Schoeps et al. teaches a device for keeping a number of 
spray nozzles, 7, in a printing press spray beam clean, each spray nozzle being 
surrounded by a cover comprising an opening for a spray cone from the spray nozzle, 
wherein each cover is connected to airflow control means, each airflow control means 
comprising a throttling device that restricts the air flow such that the air flow is low 
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enough to leave the spray cone undisturbed. See column 3, lines 21-24 and column 4, 
lines 19-23 and lines 54-59. 

As discussed in previous rejections, Schoeps et al. is silent with respect to the 
number of nozzles assigned to each cover device, however it is reasonable to assume 
from the disclosure of Schoeps et al. that a cover might readily be used with a single 
nozzle or with a plurality of nozzles. Additionally, Tusch et al. teaches it is known in the 
prior art to have a plurality of spray nozzles which are covered by a single cover, see 
Fig. 5, or which each have an individual cover, see Fig. 10. 

Given these teachings, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention that Schoeps et al. could be provided with a plurality 
of nozzles which each have an individual cover in order to more specifically control the 
output of each nozzle. 

Schoeps et al. does not explicitly teach that the opening is constructed to not 
disturb the spray from the nozzle. Although the term disturb has a broad definition, it is 
acknowledged that Schoeps et al. teaches the openings are covered by screens and 
therefore one having ordinary skill in the art would likely consider the spray to be 
disturbed as it passed through these screens. 

Lin teaches spray nozzles in a printing press spray beam wherein an opening for 
a spray cone from the spray nozzle is constructed so as not to disturb the spray from 
the nozzle. See column 3, lines 4-19 and Fig. 2. 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the spray nozzles of Schoeps et al. to have openings which do 
not disturb the spray from the nozzle, as taught by Lin, in order to allow the spray to 
leave the spray beam more smoothly. 

With respect to claims 3 and 4, Schoeps et al. teaches that the opening in the 
cover has the form of a slot and each cover is provided with a drainage hole. See 
column 4, lines 54-66 and Fig. 1. 

With respect to claim 5, Schoeps et al. teaches an external air conduit, 17, 
connected to the covers. See column 3, lines 54-56. 

With respect to claim 8, Schoeps et al. teaches each cover is formed as a short 
sleeve connected to a spray valve cap and having an end plate, 12, 13, attached to its 
end remote from the spray nozzle, the end plate being provided with the opening. See 
column 3, lines 27-38 and Fig. 2. 

With respect to claim 9, Schoeps et al. teaches a method for keeping a number 
of spray nozzles, 7, in a printing press spray beam clean, comprising providing an 
overpressure environment around each spray nozzle in a spray beam having a plurality 
of spray nozzles by providing a cover in connection with an air conduit wherein air flow 
is controlled by a throttling device, and generating a spray cone from each spray nozzle 
which passes through an opening in the cover. See column 3, lines 21-24 and column 
4, lines 19-23 and lines 54-59. 

As discussed in previous rejections, Schoeps et al. is silent with respect to the 
number of nozzles assigned to each cover device, however it is reasonable to assume 
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from the disclosure of Schoeps et al. that a cover might readily be used with a single 
nozzle or with a plurality of nozzles. Additionally, Tusch et al. teaches it is known in the 
prior art to have a plurality of spray nozzles which are covered by a single cover, see 
Fig. 5, or which each have an individual cover, see Fig. 10. 

Given these teachings, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention that Schoeps et al. could be provided with a plurality 
of nozzles which each have an individual cover in order to more specifically control the 
output of each nozzle. 

Schoeps et al. does not explicitly teach that the opening is constructed to not 
disturb the spray from the nozzle. Although the term disturb has a broad definition, it is 
acknowledged that Schoeps et al. teaches the openings are covered by screens and 
therefore one having ordinary skill in the art would likely consider the spray to be 
disturbed as it passed through these screens. 

Lin teaches spray nozzles in a printing press spray beam wherein an opening for 
a spray cone from the spray nozzle is constructed so as not to disturb the spray from 
the nozzle. See column 3, lines 4-19 and Fig. 2. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the spray nozzles of Schoeps et al. to have openings which do 
not disturb the spray from the nozzle, as taught by Lin, in order to allow the spray to 
leave the spray beam more smoothly. 
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Claims 6-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schoeps et al. in view of Lin and Tusch et al., as applied to claims 1-5 and 8-9 above, 
and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 2,448,226 to Marsden. 

Schoeps et al., Tusch et al. and Lin teach all that is claimed, as in the above 
rejection of claims 1-5 and 8-9, except that a spray valve for the spray nozzle is 
provided with an internal air conduit and an air bore connected to the cover, wherein the 
air bore has such a diameter that a throttling effect is obtained. 

Marsden teaches a spray valve for a spray nozzle, G, provided with an internal 
air conduit, 45, and an air bore, 46, connected to the cover, wherein the air bore has 
such a diameter that a throttling effect is obtained. See column 4, lines 45-62 and Fig. 3. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to further modify the apparatus of Schoeps et al. to have the internal air 
conduit and air bore of Marsden in order to better control the direction of the air flow into 
the cover. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed September 10, 2009 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/521 ,320 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2854 

1986). The differences between applicant's claimed invention and the teachings of 
Schoeps must be viewed in light of the rejections, which have been made in 
combination with other references. 

In response to applicant's argument that Schoeps does not teach that "the air 
flow is low enough not to disturb the spray from the nozzle", a recitation of the intended 
use of the claimed invention must result in a structural difference between the claimed 
invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from 
the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the intended use, then it 
meets the claim. In this case, Schoeps is silent as to the speed of the air flow and 
contains additional structures, as discussed, which deliberately change the spray from 
the nozzle. However, the air flow is clearly controlled, and therefore Schoeps has the 
structural elements necessary to set this airflow at a desired level for an intended 
application. 

In response to applicant's claim that Lin does not teach that the cover leaves the 
spray undisturbed, as there are claims of spray shields, these structures appear to be 
equivalent to the spray casing, 4, seen in applicant's Figure 1 , and therefore are not 
deemed to disturb the spray any more significantly than applicant's claimed structure. 

In response to applicant's argument that modifying Schoeps et al. would destroy 
the teachings of providing a uniform moisture distribution on the cylinder, Lin is also 
concerned with providing a uniform distribution of moisture on a cylinder and therefore 
the two references, seeking to solve the same problem, should be readily combined to 
achieve the advantages of each of the inventions, as discussed in the above rejection. 
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In response to applicant's argument that Tusch et al. is nonanalogous art, it has 
been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, 
if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant 
was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed 
invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir.1992). In this 
case, Tusch et al. is concerned with spraying a liquid onto an object and therefore is 
considered to be in the field of applicant's endeavor. 

In response to applicant's further arguments against the function of Tusch et al., 
this reference is relied upon merely for the teaching of substituting an individual nozzle 
cover for a cover surrounding several spray nozzles, and therefore the use of 
compressed air with these nozzles is taught by Schoeps and not required of Tusch et al. 
in order to make the rejection. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jill E. Culler whose telephone number is (571)272-2159. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 10:00-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Judy Nguyen can be reached on (571) 272-2258. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

jec 

/Jill E. Culler/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2854 



